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Demetrio P. Rodriguez lives in a small but wcil-kept house in the

poorest, most tmbledown section of San Antonio, Texas. Rodrigue:3 is

a simple, quiet man. Not the sort of person to,snd shock waves all the

way to the United States Supreme Court, you would think. But he h::s done

just that and for a simple reason. lie believed something was wrong with

his .children's schools and did something about it. The result: a legal

-battle that soon will be decided by the nation's' highest court.

Demetrio Rodriguez is a sheet-metal worker with only an eight;i-grade

education, but no one had to teZZ him that the schools one block from

his home were very poor indeed. Compared with schools in wealthier areas

of the city, the buildings were rundwn, the teachers inexperienced, the

classes overcrowded, the books and other teaching materials out-of-date

and in short supply. And no wonder: the school district Rodriguez lives

in has only half as much money to spend on each child as other districts

in San Antonio.

Armed with his observations--and a strong sense of injustice -- Rodriguez

went to a lawyer. Their legal action (trio ,P. Rodriguez v. San Antonio

Indepenent School District) is forcing the Supreme Court to examine a

vital question:

Should the wealth of a child's parents and neighbors determine how

much money is spent on his education?



The outcome of the Rodriuue:.; case could be a new way of paying

for our public schools -in this country. Now, school money comes ostly

frOm the local property tax. That means that poorer districts have much

less money to spend on their schools than richer ones. The result, many

people believe, is that low-income children--no matter of what race or

religion--are condemned'to an inferior education.

"All I know is the averageproperty-tax bill around here is about

thirty dollars a year and some pay a lot less," Rodriguez explained to

an interviewer one day. "Just a few dollars," he said sadly. "You can't

. run schools on money like that."

Almost 50 law suits like the Rodrigue2 case are now in the courts.

Essentially, they all charge the same thing: the way we pay for our

schools discriminates against the poor.

Many people say that low-income people lose out doubly. Not only

do they often pay higher taxes, but they usually end up with less money

for their schools. The judges in a California court case put the problem

this way;

Affluent districts can have their cake and eat it too;

they can provide a high-quality education for their

children while paying. lower taxes. Poorer districts,

by contrast, have no cake at all.

Rodriguez was dissatisfied with his children's schools and checked

things out. What would happen if you did the same where you live?



The numbers might vary, but they probably would tell the same

story. You would, for example, find that Chicago city schobls have

much less money to spend on each student than wealthier suburban

schools. In the 1968-69 school year, the Chicago public schools

spent $769 fOr each child, while in the nearby suburb of Evanston

the figure was $1,569 per child in secondary school and $1,102 in

elementary school.

You might also make another alarming discovery.

Every year, for the past three years, the Chicago city schools

have had to borrow money to keep open at all. The city's-schools do

not.even have enough money to operate at their presu.t, less-than-

adequate level let alone to make them equal to suburban schools.

Chicago's schools were $29 million short a the start of the

1971 school year. Only by borrowing against 1972 funds was the school

system able to avoid closing the schools for most of December. To make

ends meet, the school board had to shelve plans for badly-needed .new

programs and cut back drastically on old ones. At one time the schools

were $98.5 million in the hole for 1972, but the school board finally

whittled the deficit down. to $33.4 million. The reduction forced by

the money shortage "turns back the clock on some programs as much as

100 years,' Chicago board member Mrs. Louis A. Malls has.said. Worse:

More cutbacks may be necessary.

Chicago school children are not the only victims of a school

nance..systeM that is failing. In New 'York last year he schools had

to do away with 5,000 of the. city's 62,000 teaching jobs. At the start

of the year, the city was short some $40 million to cover teacher pay



raises, and again this year, the city is operating on a tight budget.

In fact, school districts everywhere in the nation--in large cites,

small cities, to is, and suburbs--all face a money crisis. Over 80_

suburban districts in Illinois' Cook County alone, including well-to-do

Evanston, faced a serious money shortage last year. New York suburbs,

too, had their share of financial problems. Newspaper headlines across

the country told the unfortunate story:

"SCHOOLS TO CLOSE EARLY THIS YEAR"

"TEACHER CUTBACKS EXPECTED"

"COUNSELING PROGRAM REDUCED"

"PHILADELPHIA $68 MILLION SHORT"

"ADULT EDUCATION DROPPED"

"LOS ANGELES $10 MILLION IN THE RED"

The year ahead looks no rosier for the nation's schools.



The principal of Pine;aod ElomentaP:i School r!tarted leafing throuc:h

the papers on his desk. "Enrollment figures, 1972, " one sheet road.

'71mmm fifty more kid this year than last year," the princ2pal said

softly to himself. "Looks like another year of classes in the lunchra

Someday. maybe we'll get that new addition to the building. Not this year,

though," he said sadly.

Later in his letter pile he came to an item from the centre of fice.

"To all Principals," the letter began. "Due to budget cute macje

by the school board at its last meeting, you are hercj.,y notified that all

hiring of teachers and other personnel must stop immediately. Teach.,r

vacancies may not be refilled."

The principal sighed. "Not only do we go another year without a

reading teacher, but we have three fewer people than last year. The class

sizes are going to be out of sight! I should have filled the jobs earlier:"

The telephone rang. It was the school business manager. "We're in

trouble," he reported to his boss, "Not enough books and supplies to go

around. And the central office says we've got all we're gonna get."

"I'll see what I can do," the principal said grimly.

The secretary .brought in the first visitor for the day, the mother of

a third-grade student.

"What can I do for you, Airs. Brown?"

"It's Frank," she said; "Why is he doing so poorly? Why cantZ, his

teacher help him?"

'lie needs special help, Mrs. Brown. And we'n'. got ZOO more kids

just like him: There's .a new reading program that could help them a lot



--and maybe nextyar, wYll be able to get it, started."

After lire. Brown left, the next visitor entered--A'Ill i/(7,0 an

experienced teacher.and an active membc the local tcach's

The teachers had a fiery meeting the day before and Meyers dropped in to

report on what happened.

"The teachers are up in.arms, all right," he began. "We want at

least a five per cent raise this year--just to keep up with the cost

of living. But that's not even our real gripe. We want ,,Ji,7alle-0

more teachers and more teacher aides. And we want to get that new reading

program off the ground right away, no matter what."

The principal listened quietly. "Did you guys know about this?" he

asked finally, Heshoved the morning's newspaper forward.

Meyers read the big headline: "LOCAL TAXPAYERS ASSOCIATION VOWS TO

FIGHT SCHOOL TAX INCREASE."

"I know how the teachers feel," the principal said. "But where is

the money going to come from?"

Why is money such a_problem now?

First: more students than ever before are attending the nation's

public schools - -at a time when cities and whole states are rapidly going

broke.

In 1971, public school entrollment climed to 46 million--10 million

more than in 1960. Swelling public school attendance are'large numbers of

students who, until recently, attended Roman Catholic parochial schools.

The.same lack of money is forcing such private schools to close at the rate



of one a day.

Second: inflation io mU.no education cooto 13oa2',

Eighty per cent of the average school budget is spent on salaries

for teachers, administrators, and others who work in the schools. Since

almost all schpol workers get annual raises.to keep up with inflation,,

the same amount of education costs more each year.

Third: taxiayero oecm lcso wil7ing to foot tU 7x 1,11 for evel,-ii:cpccw:TnG

education cosh.

Until recently, the public believed that more money would buy better

schooling, For example, in the 1960's, the public approved--and paid

for--construction of some 700,000 new classrooms, Now, attitudes seem

to have changed. School levies are among the few taxes-on which the

public may vote directly--and people are using their vote to show how.

much they oppose heavy school spending. Currently, angry taxpayers are .

turning down half of the school tax increases proposed. The well-to-do

residents of Chicago's suburbs, for example, rejected seven proposals for

school tax increases during two months in 1971.

Some educators, like the principal of Pinewood Elementary School,

are 'asking themselves ;how will the schools survive the money crisis?

The American public seems worried too: a recent Gallup poll shows that

people regard finance as the biggest problem facing public schools today.

But does money real l,\/ make a difference?

There are no easy answers to that question.

. The way things are now, most educators would agree, the education of

all children is suffering. Money problems mean teacher cutbacks,



.shortened sessions, fewer books and other teaching materiiils, and reduction

in special programs and services. These add up to one thing for certain:

the individual needs cf children get less attention.

In the past, nobody questioned that the bigger the budget the better

the school. And, in fact, many national surveys seemed to prove this

point. For example, in-states which do not spend much money on schools,

many young men are turned down by th-2 Army because of their ,00r reading

and_writing skills. In contrast, states which send more money on schools

,have fewer Army rejections. Educators make the same point when they say

"you get what you pay for" in oursociety. One financial expert puts it

this way: "I have never found a good cheap school."

Nowadays not everyone agrees that dollars buy good education. The

doubters are backed by some recent studies. In 1965, Congress voted extra

money to improve schools in low-income areas. Five years later, a government

study reported that about 90 per cent of the children receiving such aid

could not read or write much better than before. Another study found

that none of the federal programs offering extra school aid for poorer

children had any real success. And in 1965 Dr. James S. Coleman, a social

scientist, issued a controversial report called "Equality of Educational

Opportunity." He found that the things money could buy--such as chemistry

labs, books, and teachers--had little to do with academic success. What

influenced students most, according to Coleman, was what each child brought

to"the classroom from his home and environment.

After a three-year study, Christopher Jencks of Harvard University

came to the same .conclusion. In a new book which presents his findings,



he wrote:

Our research sugcsts...that -C,c character of a 9chuol's

output dcpends largely on a single input, the characlIcris-

ties of the enteriny children. Everything elsethe

school budget, its policies, the characteriL;tics of

the teachers - -is either secondary or irrelevant.

Perhaps more important., ,1encks found, a child's success in school

has nohing to do vith how much he will earn as an adult. Even a child's

family background and wealth make little difference in adult life,

Jenck':. claims. Therefore, simply making schools equal- will not bring

all 'adults the same standard of living.

What, then, is the answer? Won't more money buy quality education

and equal educational opportunity? Even Jencks' believes that more money

for schools can make a difference. But tie difference is not in ad:It

. success, but in making the life of the child richer, more interesting,

and more satisfying. "If extra resources make school life pleasanter and

more interesting, they are worthwhile. But we shoUld not try to justify

school expenditures on the grounds that they boost adult earnings,"

Jencks wrote.

Perhaps the fairest answer can L2 found in the book, Private WocaLh

and Public Educatlon, written by three lawyers. The authors charge that

the way schools are .paid for and run makes them "an educator for the

educated rich and a keeper for the uneducated poor."

"If money is. inadequate to improve education," the lawyers continue,

"the residents of poor districts should at least have an equal opportunity

to be disappointed by its failure."

*



Tom Smith looked throu his mil and j'cend a Lill ;o: t i 7oc,d7

tam, Office. He opened it --- and groand.

"Oh no: Hcf_o can th,e idiots talk abo:i_ 1'U-;sing

What the devil are thy a'it7z all the m.;n e7? nozd?"

Smith is a retired trz4ck driver and o;:rcp of c,vall home.

This ?year, tht? tax on his 1l5,00(1 ho cam to 050. When ,3.
c.

bought the house yea'rs ago, he paid only .2,50 in tax,-;.c. And noa),

local officiols were talking about another tam raise.

"Where is ail this money going?". he asked hims e l f ancril.

He decided to find out. Smith called mayor's office.

"Why am I pczu-t.-ag .;o much in ta:c ?" he doma:,:clec::. r'17hat am I -uy-

ing?"

ni.luch of th tax money raised from locai 2'2'2120PL:: OZers pays

schools ,° he was told.

"But why should people like me hdoe to pay so much?" he insisted.

".I.don't even have any kids in school: Doesn't the state or Uncle Sam

pay amithina?" He paused, then asked, ":gust how cZoc2s thic s-stem work?"

This is what Smith Zearned:

Who pays for schools now?

At present, local districts and the states pay the largest part

of the school bilL In the nation as a whole, 52% Of school money comes

from locally raised-taxes,- 41%. from state aid,. and only 7% from the fe-

deral government.



But this does not tell the whole story. The breakdns for indi-

vidual states are different. In New Harr-.
:ple, almost all

of the money comes from local taxes --- ine rest COW2S

from state and federal aid. But in North Carolina, in contrast, the state

pays the lion's :,Dare 69. The local share is 19';',; and the federal

share, The Chicago breakdown, to shoW another example, is 53; local,

33% state, and 14% federal. Only Hawaii has no local school taxation.

The United States Constitution makes the states legally responsible

for education. Neither the l'ederal nor most state constitutions, however,

say how school money should be raised. Usually, state legislatures create

school districts to run the schools and then give them the taxing power

to raise their own money.

In most states, however, the only tax local districts ere allowed

to use is the property tax. As a result, 98 percent of school money rais-

ed locally comes from property taxes. No wonder the American taxpayer

has been crying out in protest. Besides supporting the schools, he is al-

ready saddled with federal and state income taxes, sales taxes, excise

taxes, and even death taxes. And, the fact that a person owns property

does not mean he can afford to pay ever-increasing property taxes. Many

older people, for example, own their own homes but still live on a small

fixed income.

Another problem is that property taxes vary sharply from state to

state and district to district. These differences arise mostly froM the

amount of money in a particular community. For example, wealthy District

A, whether in a city or a town, may have property of high value such as

11



an oil or atomic plant, as wel 1. as many hancL;ome houses in good repai...

Thus, Ftistric-c A may have very low taxes. But becau:.e of the high valu.2

of its property it can still raise a great deal of money for its schools.

Just across the boundary line is poor District Z. Z has a large

number of low-income families, almost no businesses that it can tax, and

quite a few houses in disrepair. Yet Z may have an extremely high tax

rate which, unfortunately, produces very little money because of the low

value of its property. Z may try four times harder than A to get money

to support its schools, yet A may end up spending eight times as much as

Z on each pupil.

In a nation which is pledged to equitl educational oppor..unity, the

property tax seems to be about as unequal as a tax can be, both to pupils

and to taxpaye;s.'

States have tried to help poorer districts out with financial aid.

But the elaborate plans and formulas have not closed the gap between rich

and poor districts. Most state legislatures, for example, provide at

least some money to all districts, whether they are poor or rich. Thus,

while all districts have more money, the rich ones are still way ahead.

Many state aid:formulas actually work against the lower-income groups.

Laws .passed around 1900, when cities were wealthy, favored the then-poor

rural scbbols. Few of these laws have been changed, even though the ci-

ties are now the "poor cousins" of the suburbs. A special report to the

President has charged: "Suburban legislators have shown, no more inclina-

tion to come to the aid of the cities than their rural counterparts."

Federal aid, like state aid, has not helped poor schools much either.

Congress has tried to assist local schOol districts to meet their bills by

providing "categorical" aid. This aid money can be spent only on'those pro-



grams the federal gove'rrinnt considers important. Such roney hos bouydit

school lunches, improved the teaching science, foreign lan(alane!,, and

mathematics, and supported special pro grams or the disadvantaged child.

But it does little to make schools more equal. In fact, the $1.2 billion-

a-year "compensatory education" pr. 1 is the government's majo effort

to help children in poorer schu it has not done the whole job.

The money :s stretched out over so many students that the amount for each

is very small. About seven and a half million students in the country

qualified for compensaLory education aid in 1969-70. The federal money

available for each came out to only $187.

Most other federal aid programs provide funds rn the basis of popula-

tion alone. So, whether local districts are rich or poor does not change

matters. In addition, many federal aid pronrams require the states or

local districts to "match" federal funds. In these programs, local

districts or states must put Lip the same amount of money as the federal

government in order to get any federal dollars at all. As might be

expected, poorer districts have little or no money with which to match

federal.funds- and so get little help.

It seems likely that the federal government will someday switch to

a "general" aid program. Under this general-type aid, states and local

districts will receive federal dollars with relatively few strings

attached.. For example,. local districts will be able to use money to buy

textbooks, teacher aides, breakfast and lunches--or whatever local school

children need most.



Tom Sririt.h ?_,;:q in CZan,-:'- taF.- h-L..!

who he Zea1-7. aLo2.ci:

"Sanic. o2d o-je,. T eatd -chen

are we getting a PW deai."

"Yeah. And the cuotem ion't jwt unfai:P. It'o not c?.,en z,7orng!"

someone added.

Then everyone otarted talking at once.

"What about the kids They're realty Zooiny out."

"This is probb-iy the zdy have been done for yeare too.

Nnthin2 over chan;c.s P

"This is the richect eowltr-j the -2orld! No,,. come can't e.c.-r1

keep OUT schc,o7,s busineos! What*: wrong z,q.th us?"

"Yea/i. Do we have to cheat OUP hide forever?"

Can the system be changed?

The answer is yes. The climate for change is growing. Many people--

citizens, lawyers, legislators--are working for a fairer way to pay for

our schools.

Yet states will.Probably not overhaul their finance systems unless

forced into action by the courts. Reformers have already won half a dozen

court cases, with about fifty more still to be decided. And the Supreme

Court .decision which is coming could trigger nationOide change.

Serrano v. Pri.est in California was the first major test-case in the

legal battle for reform. On August 30, 1971, the California Supreme Court



ruled that the state relied too heavily on the nrop::rty to:: to pay for its

schools. The Califo ,ia system, the court (...lared, "invidiously

discriminates againc, e poor because it mak's the quality of a child's

education a function of the wealth of his parents and neighbors.'

California's highcst court used as an example of unfair financing the

Baldwin Unified School District, a lr 2r-middle-class area, and Beverly Hills

Unified School District, an exticmely wealthy or In 1960-69, said the Court,

Baldwin Park property ownnrs spent $840 per pupil , while Eeverly 'Hills spent

$1,231. But the poorer Baldwin Park property owners had to pay taxes that wore

more than double: for every $700 of property, Baldwin Park property owners

paid $5.48 and Beverly Hills property owners paid $2.30.

The California curt based its decision on earlier U.S. Supreme Court

cases that ou'Aawed inequality of educational opportunity as uncostitutional.

As a result of son,flo,Californians are voting this fall on an amendment to

their state constitution.

Perhaps the most crucial decision yet to come is the 2.1,1.(ii4 case, now

before the Supreme Court. Back in 1971, a special panel of three federal judges

ruled in favor of Rodriguez. The judges declared that the Texas system--which

draws almost half of its money from the local property tax--is unconstitutional.

The panel ruled that the Texas system guaranteed that "some districts will spend

low with high taxes, while others will spend high with low taxes." The judges

ordered Texas to find a new way of payinn.for schools within two years.

The state of Texas has now-appealed the flocirigur c decision to the Supreme

Court. If the nation's highest court upholds the lower federal court, every

state in the union that relies on local taxation will have to come up with

a new system of school finance.



What are some other ylvs of wvinn for schools.?

Educators and financial experts are asking this quest , of thrmi-

selves --- and coming up with many different answers. Pro5ably, any (10:1

plaL th t is developed will be some combinDtien of federal, state, and

local financing. In any case, the aim of all the new plans being con

sidered is the same:

to shift the financial burden from hard-pressed

local districts to the states and federal govern-_,...

ment

to have states take more positive action in wak-

ing schoos equal

Here are some basic approaches that might be used (',urn to Page 22

to learn more about specific plans).

TOTAL STATE FI.TEDLIG

The state could take over the whole cost of education. This would

do away with differences between rich and poor districts, for the amount

spent on each child --7 wherever he lives --- would be the same through-

out the state. The state legislature would simply decide on-the amount

of money --- say $1,000 --- to be spent on each pupil.

Other versions of this plan would have the state pay most - -- but

not all --- of the cost of education. Some would allow the local district

to add a limited amount to the.state's figure.

Total state funding solves some problems but it also raises, others.

First, what will happen to local community. control if the .s-U.te pays the

bills? Many people are afraid once the local district loses control of

the school pursestrings, it will no longer have a say in what schools



teach and how. Whoever pays the bills also calls Lhu shts, people [Cr.a

Second, what abou those schools that need more money than others?

Clearly, any new plan must allow for the fact that --- because 01' the

kinds of students enlled --- some .districts have higher costs. In

districts, for example, many student are interested in vocational train-

ing and muF.t therefore have a lot of costly equipment. Other schoOls have

large numbers of physically handiCapped students-who need special techers

and supplies. Still others have non-English speaking children and some

who require special language and reading programs.

STATE EOLI11LIZATI0Y2

A state could adopt a strong "equalization" plan. In other words,

there are many ways in which the state ould make sure. the money spent

on each child was equal throughout the state. But such plans would limit

the amount districts could raise and spend, and would redistribute money

from richer districts to poorer ones. Some people feel this would be both

unfair and un-American. Therefore, under some equalization plans now under

'consideration local districts would still be able to decide how much money

they wished to spend on education; in other plans, the state 'will decide or

set firm limits.

DISTRICT REORGANIZATION .

States could merge rich and poor districts. The poorer Chicago dis-

triCts, for example, could be joined together with their richer neighbors

in the suburbs. In this way, the property wealth of richer districts Would

be shared with poorer ones.

Political obstacles to district reorganization are, of course, very

great. People who have left the cities and who enjoy well-financed schools



fc: their children will surely f igh. any i-.;ttept to divide their v!eitiLh

among their city neighbor3.

Whera could the FI:nriv CMe from?

A s17:te could take u.ver the property tax no sck..ol

'district. Under state control, however, the prcHrty tax could he

more fair. Instead of having people in sce paying hieher

rates than people in others, the rat2:', wo::--d be same throughout the

,entire state.

The state ocald also levy new taxes or increase old ones on sales and

income. Forty-fiwe states already have.a sales tax to work with, and

forty-one have sue form of incomf- -Lx.. To raise. rates, 7.egislatures would

simply have to change present tax laws.. But to levy new-Loxes, they will.

need to pass complEtely new laws. so4tions hae'e always been folitically

unpopular, but as the taxpayer revolt .tIros, legislators find. it

necessary to take some kind of action.

Many educators believe that, no matter what, nora money should be

provided by the fe:::ral government. AlthaJ7h the constitution does not

permit the federal eovernment to take over af11 education costs (even if

it wanted to), there is no legal reason why _Congress could not raise the

federal share above its 7resent seven p: r cent. In -act,the constitution

states that Congress hTzs the power to "leyy and collect taxes ...for the

common defense and general welfare of the Thlted States."

Some people argue that the federal share should be ire the range of 20

per cent to 5.0 per cell& of the total .scho6.1. bill. And now is the time, they

say, for WasMngton to come throughith mote 'general" aid' rather than

relying on .te prosaW., more limitelh categori ,a.1 kind.



Indeed, the federal ,jovernt see, to C NOTihj in thi

The United States Coic,miss- of P. 1,'.':arland, has

drc". that the federa'i governr:',:nt should pay 25 per cent to" 30 pur cf:.nt

of the nation's public school costs. And reports out of 1.:ashinnton

that President will soon recommend a gLneral fee. era aid prOgral.1,

hut on that requires reforming the present system of school financi,in

as the federal dollars come in.

He do we move olans to action?

Any chenre in .1.L:le way we pay for our schools requires political acti c .

per is not intended, however, to swing you towards any single course

af action or point of view. Rather, we hope to alert you to the probli

!:oid to the fact that some solution is needed. We also want to remind you

that citiz'Tms like you can have an impact. At every step of the way towards

a solution, you can influence the kind of financino plan the ',-)liticens

eventually adopt. Here's how:

\i/tal king.

Citizens can meet.with their local school officials and

school boards to make their concerns known. And they can,

like Tom Smith, talk to friends and neighbors to alert

them to the problem. In a democracy, it is always possible

to 'work for improvements cooperatively.

Vflobbying

Individuals or groups can petition school boards and school

administrators to press for legislative action or they can

-go directly to state legislators and officials.



\/VOti ng

In swe states, tic::: firncing plans may require

popular referendums and amendments to the sta

constitution. In both cases, citizens can make

their voices heard through the b] lot box.

In NeT,) York a):--7.Chivago, arc rs of rc,f63 ru Z.2

The-:j ask och. "Rez., con 2et the po7Ltioano

In a senate hearing TOOW D.C.,-aparode of lditnccoes

from school systems oercmc the nation ecmc? to tetlfiy. They toll the

senators: "Urban schools are ding. Theroo c no moneu for even basl,c

education for OUT kids. -Do something."

In a federal courThousc, a. Zawuer pleads his enc. rile tells the j?.!dgc:

"Should it matter wh)re thee kids live and LVze their pi,c3 are? Shouldn't

they get their fair share of school money?".

In a.statehouse conferenc!c room, a special governor's task force meets

to hammer out a new l'i.nnee proposal. Thoy argue back and forth: "Fell

stateAnding, with local lecwauP Or without; local Zc?c'ap? Power elation
Or what?"
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Clearly, there are no easy wa to pay for schools a.doqu:Aely and

fairly, but people across the country are trying krd to find the answers.

In the best spirit of American coope ticn, ti-Lf are putting it all

together--their skills, their willingness to experiment, their deep sense

of justiLe and fair pla, as well as their own sense of self-interest.

The string of court cases around the country is pinpoi nting the basic

unfairness of local property taxes as the principal means ofsopportin

public schools. nat's ahead? It seems likely that the U.S. Supre, Court

will take its stand on the proprty tax question tHis year and that the

fed--71 government will soon provide more, and more general , funding for

education. It is equally clear that the states may eventually have to

revamp their state aid systems.

Chan,j'ng the way we pay for our schools may take years to accomplish--

and it wil take place in small, not giant, steps. Above all, it will not

solve al' 14! .Je i nd wrong with our schools. But whatever else happens,

we almost cer !'inly will move closer to providing a quality education for

all .children. The signposts are already up--pointing the way.
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a1to2nac:

I. Total Fundinc!, by Stat_e

Under this plan, the state is treated as one school dis-

trict, so no financial differences can exist between communi-

ties. This is, in fact, how the schools are financed in Hawaii.

The state legislature simply votes funds to cover the full cost

of education for each child (in Hawaii's case, $984 per pup l.),

in a kind of one-child, one-dollar concept. Hawaii has no lo-

cal school taxes, but the state does yceive eight percent of

its school budget from federal funds. Equal educational oppor-

tunity, as far as dollars can buy it, seems to have been achie-

ved.

Total state funding is not a cure-all, however. Although

it does away with the worst features of the old system, the plan

does have its own problems. FOr example, any total state fund-

ing plan raises the old issue of local control - -- a privilege

long cherished by the American. people. It is possible for.dis-

tricts to keep local. control in many matt.ers, even if the state

has fiscal control, but withOutsome sort of local fiscal nutho-



rity, problem freq,.ently ar

Another difficulty :is that the total . Lat: funding plan

does not really equal Lze mat c,rs. Some dint:I-lets, for eaumple,

have above-aver4ge cots for transportation, i.call.: handi-

capped pupils and other special problems. It cosi': ahout Lwic,2

as much to educate a handic.op (1 child as a normal one. Voca-

tional training, too, is often more e',:pensive than regular acn-

demic courses.

Another form of full state fun-I 0 mig t help overcome

this problem. Instead of having the state pay full costs

all edueono.,1 lenditur, the state would fully fund only

the hi;;:h cost ependitu, These ex.penditures might includ,

the basic instructional costs --- the heart of every school

budget --- and the special costs of so-called "high expf:'ndi-

ture" students.

Full state-funding of high-cost expenditures would be es-

pecially helpful to big cities like Chicago and Now York. Ci-

ties which are suffering from "municipal overburden" --- the un-

usually high need for special: educational_ services, and their

high cost in metropolitan and urban areas.

Critics of this plan, however, point out that no matter

bow the revenues'are obtained, inequalities would still exist

in the amounts of money raised locally.

New York state has considered total state funding. A spe-

cial commission urged that all funds for public t:chools be raised-.

and distributed by the state which now pays 47 percent of the



schoo Thu method called for a pruprLy

to replace the varying local property ta:.:es nov: in effect.

But Lilo controversial, widoiy-deatod commlion report

far has not resulted in. legislative ac Lon.

IT. Coo7,--i-ative St;:to and Loc,-,1

Two st3tes now operating under cooperative plus are Utah

and Rhode Island.

In Uth, the state decides what each local levy shall be.

When that levy produces more than a set amount per pupil, the

extra money flows back to the state for distribution to poorer'

districts.

While the Utah formula does help poorer districts, equal

educational opportunity still is-not achieved. The reason Jo

that under the plan, a district may tax itself more than the

state-dictated levy and keep all the money it gets from this

extra effort. A wealthy district therefore can still spend

more money. on its schools than a poor one. To get around this
. . . . .

problem, a local district might-raise what it could based

on its resources --- and the state would then make up the dif-

ference.

Rhode Island has a formula for dispensing state aid Lased
.

on local districts' ability to pay. The state ranks each school

system according t:.; )ro),,,ery wealth per child. The state then

. assigns each an "equalization factor" based on its rank. Sup-

pose a :c..hool systems"factOr" is 40 percent. For every dollar'

that the local school board decides to spend, 40 cents comes

from local effort and 60 cents from the state.



,WhIle fliw(lc I:Jand foru1.1 ii 1,1cal

on boy much mono' will he !;iura. on ;:hool, a on H ::perts h(

lieve ceLli.ng placed on state aid prinLn tic
plan from u(rkin,,.; as do a

There are a numbor oi7. other forms of coopc.rativa stat

and local f:upport, with diffarT lug amounts of state aid

usually more than at pre:;ent --- and other lids on local tax-

ing and expenses. Lut nonu are in use at tNiH ti.me and thus

it is difficult to judge their strengths and ucal:nesao:;.

District Power Fguliaation

Under this plan a district may choose to finance its schools

through specific per-pupil expenditurcs, for example $500, $1,00p,

or $1,500. If the district elects to spend $500 per Pupil

Must tax itself at 1 percent; for $1,000 at 2 percent and for

$1,500 it must tax itself at 3 percent. If the taxes produce

more than the amount specified per pupil; the excess flows to

the state. If the taxes produce less, the state makes up the

difference.

In short, says the plan's author, John E. Coons, law pro-

fessor at the University of California at Berkeley,. "all dis-

tricts choosing the same tax rate would spend at the same level,'

C'ons' power equaliv,ing would allow a school district to

spend whatever amount per pupil it chooses without taxing it-

self higher than any othe!- district in the state to do so. Some



e::perts bel tAILIL plait Le!; of

equal i ty.

-Power equall ;,at ion could raiA:c otiL r con:;tiLitt._:.n;t1

question, however. Sonic cholar:.4 say LIN:t under pow( r

equalization, the amount a school di:- Lrict spends dept:nd

on the tastes of voters in a particular district. in othet:

words, making the quality of a child's schooling depend on

.his geographic location and on how much the ta-.-:payers

choose to spend could be unconstitutional. They think pow-

er equalization would not be accepted as an adcT, so re.incJ,-

by the courts.

Still other experts argue thatCoonny .plan wo61.,: in-

crease'inequality, sincc weathy districts miht choose the

higher rate, while poor districts would be forced to choose

the lower. however, wealthy towns Bever?.y Hills would

stand to lose rather than gain by power equali7.ation. To get

the $9 million it now spends, Beverly Hills would have to tax

itself up to $29 million, with the remaining $18 million going

to the state of California for redistribution among poorer

school districts.

IV. District: Reorganization

This method us old merge neighboring wealthy and poor dis-

tricts.into one, to achieve .a more equitable tax base and a

fairer distribution of money.

--SueVplans have beeivp'roposed before, but not directly

in connection with school finance reform. In January 1-972

RichMind, Va. , whose sehoolsiaref7.0 porCent-block and two of



it suburb:,, whcse schools are 90 pe-rceL while, w :e ordery,i

by a !::.edern1 judge to form ()HI, scl)nol (Hst.rirt . Vhile th:r

merger, if carried out, wool! V the new di:;1..ric1.i

base, it is interesting to note that the l',chmond the

goal was not financial L.Hualit) but dc

Still, redistricting could :become widel-y lined meLL.,d

of collecting and distributia?, scheol money more uquitl)]:,.

The llichmond decision, thoup,h still on appeal, hz-mn set_ a cour-

se which other cities, lool:ing for new wayn to Liltei

could full.. Along the way, 51.1.111 communities may avci

the added benefit of a more equitable tan base. And. me.ropo-

litan areas, interested in new ways co finance their ;chool,

may find the advanta .T:s of a redistricting plan appealing.

One thing is certain, there are no easy cures in sight.


